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Dear David: 

As promised, I enclose two evaluations of your manuscript on the 
Zapruder film. Both reviewers think you've got the makings of an 
important and valuable book here. The anonymous reviewer, for 
example, ^states that this will be a "worthy contribution to the 
debate ont he Kennedy assasination, , * . provides fresh data and 

new interpretations, . . . [and] anyone interested in the Kennedy 

assassination ought to be interested in this study , ! ' Michael 
Kurtz, generally concurs that this should make F, an important 
contribution to the literature of the assassination [and 
provides] a valuable corrective to many of the sensational, even 
bizarre, interpretations of the film. 11 

I fully agree with that assessment. But, especially because all 
three of us (reviewers and myself) see such potential for a path- 
breaking work, we also feel you've got some substantial work 
ahead of you- -to revise the manuscript in a way that will sharpen 
and bolster your arguments, while protecting you from unfair 
criticism from Warren Commission apologists, Posnerites, and 
knee-jerk anti-conspiracists . (You'll be pleased to note that 
both reviewers agree with you that the Zapruder film and other 
evidence clearly suggests that a M conspiracy 11 (i.e., at least one 

other shooter) was involved. 

Most important, we all think you must make a better effort to 
occupy the high ground in this debate. In much of the manuscript 
you do a superlative job of this through your detached and 
matter-of-fact examination of the evidence, the invesitgations, 
etc* But too frequently your tone shifts to sarcasm and, on 
occasion, approaches potentially libelous comments. While I and 
the reviewers usually agree that the objects of such remarks 
merit the criticism you offer, your tone overwhelms your content. 
As a result, those not already converted to your views will 
simply turn off your station--! . e . , ignore your comments 
altogether. 

The reviewers also focus on what they consider factual errors, 
some of which might be debatable. But in such cases you need at 
minimum to clarify and amplify the defense of your position in 
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the manuscript. In addition, Kurtz especially is concerned about 
what might be perceived as your over-reliance on Weisberg's 
valuable work. So he's suggested some filling-out of your 
secondary sources. For his part, the anonymous reviewer would 
have appreciated a higher number of interviews with members of 
the investigative commissions. But he also thinks the book will 
be fine without them, especially given the voluminous oral 
historical material available in existing publications on this 
topic . 

What I need from you now, David, is a very thorough response that 
acknowledges the merit and need for most of the revisions 
suggested,- that forcefully (but matter-of -f actly) defends any. 
reviewer criticism with which you disagree; and that lays out 
your plan and timetable for revisions. The goal here is to 
generate even stronger support from the reviewers and thus make 
my job of obtaining our Editorial Committee's approval that much 
easier. 

Remember, most editorial committees like our own will have some 
degree of anxiety about any project dealing with a controversial 
subject like the Kennedy assassination, especially if it has a 
"conspiratorial 11 component. The committee members (and the 
reviewers) will be on the alert for comments and tone that 
suggest you're simply being dismissive. So please bear that in 
mind when responding to the reviewers. 

Kurtz, as I've indicated, is quite willing to consult with you on 
any point he's raised or criticized. I'd suggest talking to him 
before composing your response to make sure that the two of you 
are generally agreement about what will help the book the most. 
I'm sure there'll remain some areas of disagreement, but nothing 
that would stand in the way of proceeding. 

TNOTE: If at all possible, X need to cret your response within the 
next two weeks --so that I can share it with the reviewers and get 
their final comments in time for our next Editorial committee 
meeting. ] 

Let me reiterate that I think you've written ^ a strong initial 
draft for what should become an important, widely read and 
reviewed, and highly regarded book. So I really appreciate your 
careful consideration of and thoughtful response to both of these 
evaluations. And, if you need any additional input from me, don't 
hesitate to call. Thanks, 




Editor-in-Chief 



